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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENT’S GED/CLEAR SELECTION CRITERIA AUDIT 
FISCAL YEAR 2010/2011 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) has reviewed the Los Angeles Police Department’s 
(Department) Gang Enforcement Detail (GED)/Community Law Enforcement Recovery 
Program (CLEAR) Selection Criteria Audit (Audit) in accordance with its Annual Audit and 
Review Plan. The Audit was completed in the fourth quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 2010/2011 and 
received by the OIG on July 18, 2011. This review assessed the completeness, quality, and 
findings of the Department’s Audit. 


BACKGROUND ON THE DEPARTMENT?’S AUDIT 


The Audit, conducted by Internal Audits and Inspections Division (IAID), assessed the 
Department’s compliance with the policies and procedures addressed in Manual Sections 
3/763.75 to 763.78. These sections address selecting officers and supervisors into GED and 
CLEAR units, extending their tour of duty, and reevaluating their suitability for retention or 
extension when they receive certain types of sustained complaints and/or adverse judicial 
findings during their tour of duty. The Audit also assessed compliance with Manual Sections 
5/01.78.04 (TEAMS Evaluation Report) and 3/381 (Confidential Financial Disclosure Policy and 
Procedures for Gang Enforcement Detail). 


The Audit population consisted of the total 205 officers and supervisors who entered a 
GED/CLEAR unit from January 4, 2009, through April 11, 2011, and were assigned to 
GED/CLEAR units on April 11, 2011. From this population, samples were selected for the four 
audit test areas: (1) new officer/supervisor selections, (2) officer/supervisor loans, (3) officer/ 
supervisor tour extensions, and (4) current suitability of officers/supervisors. 


RESULTS OF THE DEPARTMENT’S AUDIT 


As presented in the table below, the Audit reported that the Department achieved a compliance 
rate of at least 99% for five of the nine objectives. 


Objective Description of Audit Objectives 


Eligibility Requirements Met 100% (74/74) 
Completeness of the Selection Package 59% (54/91) 
Completeness of TEAMS Evaluation Report 92% (84/91) 
Documentation of Suitability Interview in TEAMS Evaluation Report 49% (36/74) 














Timely Supervisor Approval of Selection on TEAMS Evaluation Report 87% (79/91) 
Completion of Confidential Financial Disclosure 100% (113/113) 
Documented Review of Sustained Complaints 100% (118/118) 
Documented Review of Adverse Judicial Findings 99% (117/118) 
Adherence to Limited Tour Assignment Guidelines 99% (90/91) 




















' The previous Audit reported compliance rates for 13 objectives, while this Audit consolidated some of the 
objectives and reported compliance rates for 9 objectives; hence, the compliance rates for this Audit cannot be 
meaningfully compared to those of the previous audit. However, the OIG verified that this GED/CLEAR Selection 
Criteria Audit covered the same areas and used the same tests as the previous GED/CLEAR Selection Criteria Audit 
also reviewed by the OIG under the Transition Agreement. 
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OIG REVIEW OBJECTIVES 


The OIG reviewed the Audit for three objectives: completeness, quality, and findings, as 
described below: 


Completeness 
e Determine if the Audit tested and reported compliance for all the stated objectives. 


e Determine if the Audit identified complete populations from which to select the samples. 


Quality 

e Determine if there was evidence of supervisory review for each objective. 

e Determine if the Audit completely and accurately reported the purpose, methodology, 
objectives, results, and detailed findings. 

e Determine if the Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing 
questions to address the high-risk Department policies and procedures regarding the selection 
and retention of GED/CLEAR officers. 


Findings 
e Determine if IAID identified and reported all significant findings, and if all reported findings 
were valid. 


OIG REVIEW METHODOLOGY 
The OIG assessed the completeness, quality, and findings of I[AID’s Audit by reviewing the final 


Audit Report, Audit Work Plan, and Audit work papers. The Table below depicts the number of 
GED/CLEAR packages evaluated by both IAID and the OIG for each of four audit test areas: 





























KUENEA Number of Packages Evaluated: 
by IAID by OIG? 
New Officer/Supervisor Selections 13 23 
Officer/Supervisor Loans 1 1 
Officer/Supervisor Tour Extensions 17 12 
Current Suitability of Officers/Supervisors 27 15 








? The OIG’s sample sizes were calculated using a 95% confidence level, an expected error rate of 6%, and a plus- 
precision of 7%. 
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OVERALL REVIEW RESULTS 


Completeness 


The Audit tested and reported compliance for all the stated objectives. The Audit identified 
complete populations from which to select the samples. Hence, the Audit met the OIG’s 
standard for completeness. 


Quality 


There was evidence of supervisory review for each objective. The Audit completely and 
accurately reported the purpose, methodology, objectives, results, and detailed findings. The 
Audit used an appropriate sampling methodology and appropriate testing questions to address the 
high-risk Department policies and procedures regarding the selection and retention of 
GED/CLEAR officers. Hence, the Audit met the OIG’s standard for quality. 


Findings 


The OIG determined that all reported findings were valid. The OIG also determined that IAID 
identified and reported all significant findings, except for Objective No. 3b (Documentation of 
Suitability Interview in the TEAMS Evaluation Report). The OIG identified two non- 
compliance findings for this objective that were not reported by IAID. 


Background 


Department Manual § 3/763.76 stipulates the following requirements for documenting 
the suitability interview: 


The commanding officer and/or his/her designee conducting the Suitability Interview 
shall ensure that the following information is documented on a TEAMS Evaluation 
Report, Form 01.78.04, after the interview: 

e Name of interviewer; 

e Date of interview; and, 

e Summary of discussion detailing suitability for GED assignment, emphasizing 
traits that indicate the selectee has demonstrated proficiency in a variety of law 
enforcement activities, necessary interpersonal and administrative skills, cultural 
and community sensitivity, and a commitment to police integrity. 


Commanding officers shall be responsible for documenting on a TEAMS Evaluation 
Report a brief, positive evaluation of all GED/CLEAR selectees, incorporating 
reasons for that employee’s selection. For applicants selected via the Suitability 
Interview, one TEAMS Evaluation Report may be used to document both the positive 
evaluation and the Suitability Interview. 
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Issue 


In the case of two supervisors in which IAID reported that there was adequate documentation of 
suitability interviews in their TEAMS Evaluation Reports, the OIG concluded that there was no 
evidence of such documentation. The GED Checklist prepared for each supervisor indicated that 
a suitability interview occurred, but there was no narrative regarding a suitability interview on 
either supervisor's TEAMS Evaluation Report. IAID subsequently concurred with the OIG on 
this issue. 


IAID reported a compliance rate of 49% (36/74) for Objective No. 3b. However, if the 
aforementioned two non-compliance findings had been accounted for by IAID, their reported 
compliance rate would have been 46% (34/74), which is not significantly different from the 49%. 
Hence, the Audit met the OIG’s standard for findings. 


OTHER MATTER 


Assignment/Rank History Information 


Background 


TEAMS II Report, RMIS-01, contains an Assignment/Rank History Information section, as 
originally mandated by Consent Decree Paragraph 41(0). This section is designed to be updated 
for each officer’s: (1) change in rank, (2) paygrade advancement, (3) transfer to another 
division, or (4) change in position. An officer’s assignment/rank history is reviewed, in part, in 
preparation for transfer/promotion decision making and as such, the accuracy of the report is 
essential. 


Department Manual § 3/763.76 states: “Commands shall complete a Transfer/Change in 
Paygrade, Form 01.40.00, for all GED/CLEAR selections and submit to Sworn Personnel 
Services Section, Personnel Division.” 


Findin 


The OIG found that the Assignment/Rank History Information in TEAMS II was not updated for 
six officers. In each case, the officer was transferring from patrol to GED within his/her same 

geographic Area. The OIG verified that the Form 01.40.00 had been completed for each officer, 
however, did not determine if Personnel Division received the Forms for updating in TEAMS II. 


Gang and Narcotics Division addressed this matter to ensure that the proper updates had been 
entered into each officer’s TEAMS II reports and the OIG verified the entries. Because of the 
importance of accurate Assignment/Rank History Information in TEAMS II, the OIG believes 
that this is an area that would lend itself to testing by IAID in future GED/CLEAR Selection 
Criteria Audits. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

There are no recommendations in this audit. 

MANAGEMENT?’S RESPONSE 

The Commanding Officer of IAID expressed agreement with the results of the OIG’s review. 
CONCLUSION 

The OIG concluded that the Audit met the OIG’s standard for completeness, quality, and 


findings. This conclusion was supported by the OIG’s selection of sub-samples of the Audit’s 
samples and re-performing the same tests as IAID. 


